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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
The Examiner acknowledges the Applicant's amendments to independent claims 1,11, 
and 21. These amendments incorporate the subject matter of claims 2, 12, and 22, respectively, 
which have been cancelled. Regarding amended claims 1,11, and 21, the Applicant argues that 
Janssen (U.S. Patent No. 6,512,529 to Janssen et al.), Wandersleben (U.S. Patent No. 6,853,390 
to Wandersleben et al.), and Microsoft® (Microsoft Word 2000), presented in the previous 
Office Action, "all fail to teach, disclose or suggest displaying a complete dialog window by 
moving a cursor into a title bar that comprises a collapsed version of the full window" (see pages 
10-11 of the Applicant's "Remarks"). The Applicant elaborates, asserting: 



In addition, the amended independent claims (that merely incorporated 
limitations from prior dependent claims 2, 12, and 22) provide that the collapsed 
version of the dialog window is a title bar of the dialog window. Thus, as 
amended the claims now provide that when the cursor moves out of the complete 
window, the title bar of the complete window is shown. Further, to display the 
complete dialog window again, the user moves the cursor into the title bar. 

The differences between the amended claims and Janssen clearly establish 
patentability of the invention. Applicants first note that for Janssen to display the 
complete opaque window, the user merely moves the cursor anywhere into the 
extent of the window. In othet words, rather than forcing the user to move into 
the title bar, the user merely moves the cursor into any part of the area where the 
full invisible window resides, and the full opaque window is then displayed. Such 
a window display is different from the present invention where the user must move 
the cursor into the title bar and not anywhere within the extent of the full window. 
(See page 1 1 of the Applicant's "Remarks"). 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant regarding the limitations of the 
independent claims. That is, the Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant's assertion 
that that the independent claims "provide that the collapsed version of the dialog window is a 
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title bar of the dialog window", and with the Applicant's assertion that the independent claims 
require that, "to display the complete dialog window again, the user moves the cursor into the 
title bar." Rather, the independent claims only recite "displaying a collapsed version of the 
dialog window. . .wherein the collapsed version of the dialog window comprises a title bar of the 
dialog window; and displaying the complete dialog window when the cursor moves within the 
collapsed version of the dialog window without depressing a button of the dialog window." The 
independent claims thus fail to explicitly recite that the collapsed version of the dialog window is 
only a title bar of the dialog window, whereby to display the complete dialog window, the user 
must move the cursor into the title bar. In fact, it is entirely within the scope of the independent 
claims for the collapsed version of the dialog window to comprise other displayed features in 
addition to a title bar, and for the complete dialog window to be displayed in response to moving 
the cursor within parts of the collapsed version of the dialog box other than its title bar. As 
shown in the previous Office Action, and again below, Janssen teaches such a collapsed version 
of a dialog window. 

Regarding claim 7, the Applicant argues that Janssen teaches displaying, in the 
background, radar information that does not have any user interaction, and which would 
therefore not require focus. The Applicant thus concludes that Janssen teaches away from 
reverting the focus to another window when the collapsed version of the dialog window is 
displayed, as is claimed. The Examiner respectfully disagrees with this conclusion. The radar 
implementation described by Janssen is merely an example, and it is understood that the 
teachings of Janssen may be implemented in a plurality of environments, including those where 
background or other windows require user interaction. In fact, Janssen explicitly discloses that 
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such teachings may be implemented within Microsoft Windows or Apple MacO/S operating 
systems (see column 4, lines 20-40), which as known in the art (and exemplified by the provided 
Microsoft® reference), may comprise background windows that require user input. 
Accordingly, the Examiner respectfully maintains that the combination of Janssen and Microsoft, 
presented in the previous Office Action, teaches reverting the focus to another window when the 
collapsed version of the dialog window is displayed, as is claimed. 

The Applicant's arguments have thus been considered, but are not persuasive. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1,3-6, 9, 11, 13-16, 19,21,23-26, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,512,529, which is attributed to Janssen et al. (and 
hereafter referred to as "Janssen")- In general, Janssen provides a method for viewing a high 
volume of information within a computer display screen. This method entails viewing 
information organized within a plurality of windows, with windows overlapping other windows, 
whereby the user may designate particular windows to be invisible, in order to view information 
within overlapped windows (see column 2, line 29 - column 2, line 31). It is understood that the 
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types of such windows are arbitrary, and may therefore comprise dialog windows, a common and 
well-known window type. 

Specifically regarding claims 1, 11, and 21, Janssen teaches: displaying a window of a 
currently active application on a display device; determining a location of a cursor with respect 
to the window; displaying a collapsed version of the window, as an "invisible" window, when 
the cursor moves outside of the window without depressing a button of the window, wherein the 
collapsed version of the window consumes a smaller area of the display device than the complete 
window; and displaying the complete window when the cursor moves within the collapsed 
version of the window, without depressing a button of the window (for example, see column 2, 
line 33 - column 3, line 20; column 4, line 56 - column 5, line 9). Janssen further teaches that 
the collapsed version of the window may comprise a title bar of the window (for example, see 
column 2, line 59 - column 3, line 4). As asserted above, it is understood that such teachings 
may apply to dialog windows, a well-known type of window in the art. Janssen further discloses 
that such teachings may be implemented as software, presumably stored in computer memory 
and executed by a computer (see column 4, lines 5-40). Such computer memory comprising 
software to implement the teachings of Janssen is considered an "article of manufacture," like 
described in claim 1 1 . Such a computer executing the software to implement the teachings of 
Janssen is considered a system like that described in claim 21. 

Concerning claims 3, 5, 13, 15, 23, and 25, Janssen teaches that the collapsed version of 
the may comprise only a title bar of the window (for example, see column 2, line 59 - column 3, 
line 4). As shown in figure 3 of Janssen, for example, such a title bar may comprise a size that 
exactly encompasses a title of the dialog window and its system buttons (see the title bar, 
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designated by reference number 1 1 in figure 3). It is understood that the title bar is displayed in 
the same position when the window is collapsed (for example, see figures 2-4, and their 
associated description in column 4, line 43 - column 5, line 9). Accordingly, Janssen teaches 
that the collapsed version of the window may be displayed such that system buttons, within the 
title bar of the window, are in the same position in the collapsed version of the window as when 
the complete window is displayed, wherein the system buttons do not move away from the 
cursor when the window collapsed or expands. 

With respect to claims 4, 6, 14, 16, 24, and 26, Janssen discloses that the user may make 
a window invisible, i.e. collapsed, simply by moving a cursor off the window, and may make the 
window visible again simply by moving the cursor over the collapsed version of the window (for 
example, see column 2, line 59 - column 3, line 20; column 4, line 56 - column 5, line 9). 
Accordingly, it is understood that the collapsed version of the window is displayed in response to 
the cursor moving outside of the window without additional action by the user, and the complete 
window is displayed when the cursor moves within the collapsed version of the window without 
additional action by the user. 

Regarding claims 9, 19, and 29, Janssen discloses that the title bar of each window may 
comprise a button which may be activated to select a particular display mode for the window. In 
one such display mode, referred to as the "Normal" display mode, the associated window 
behaves as described above: the window collapses when the cursor is moved off the window, and 
becomes visible when the cursor moves over the collapsed version of the window (see column 3 
lines 5-29; and column 5, lines 9-48). In another display mode, referred to as the "Locked" 
display mode, the associated window always remains visible, as a complete window (see column 
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3 lines 5-29; and column 5, lines 9-48). Accordingly, Janssen teaches that the ability to display a 
collapsed version of a window is controlled by a selectable system icon displayed in a title bar of 
that window: when the selectable system icon is selected as active, i.e. in a Normal display 
mode, the ability to display a collapsed version of the window through further cursor movement 
without depressing a button of the window is active; and when the selectable system icon is not 
selected and is inactive, i.e. in a Locked display mode, the complete window is displayed and the 
ability to collapse the dialog window through further cursor movement without depressing a 
button of the window is disabled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 7, 17, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over The 
U.S. Patent of Janssen, which is described above, and also over the Microsoft Word 2000 
application, presented in a previous Office Action. As described above, Janssen teaches a 
method like that of claim 1, an article of manufacture like that of claim 1 1, and a system like that 
of claim 21, whereby the user may collapse a dialog window simply by moving a cursor off of 
the window. Janssen, however, does not explicitly disclose that the focus is reverted to another 
window of the currently active application without additional action by the user when the 
collapsed version of the dialog window is displayed, as is recited in claims 7, 17, and 27. 
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Nevertheless such functionality is well known in the art. For example, screenshot 2 of 
Word shows a dialog box open in Word, and screenshot 3 is the result of minimizing the dialog 
box of screenshot 2. No further action was taken, and it is clear that the displayed window, 
Document 1, of Word has focus as evidenced by the depressed representation in the taskbar and 
that the collapsed version of the dialog window is displayed (the rightmost application displayed 
in the taskbar is screenshot 3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to automatically 
revert focus to another window of the currently active application of Janssen when the collapsed 
version of the dialog window is displayed, as is taught by Word, in order to eliminate the need to 
click on the window to restore focus. 

Claims 8, 10, 18, 20, 28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over The U.S. Patent of Janssen, which is described above, and also over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,583,390, which is attributed to Wandersleben et al. (and hereafter referred to as 
"Wandersleben"). As described above, Janssen teaches a method like that of claim 1, an article 
of manufacture like that of claim 1 1, and a system like that of claim 21, whereby the user may 
collapse a dialog window simply by moving a cursor off of the window. Janssen, however, does 
not explicitly disclose that the collapsed version of the dialog window is displayed when the 
cursor moves outside of the dialog window for a defined minimum time period, defined by an 
application that displays the dialog window, as is expressed in claims 8, 18, and 28. Also, 
Janssen also does not explicitly disclose that the dialog window is a modeless dialog window, as 
is recited in claims 10, 20, and 30. 
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Like Janssen, Wandersleben presents a method similar to that of claim 1, whereby a user 
may collapse a dialog window simply by moving a cursor off of the window (for example, see 
column 2, lines 20-49). Regarding the claimed invention, Wandersleben discloses that the user 
may specify a grace period defining the amount of time required for the cursor to be off of the 
window, before the window collapses (for example, see column 5, lines 33-51; and column 6, 
lines 30-57). Additionally, Wandersleben discloses that such teachings may be applied to non- 
model, i.e. modeless dialog windows (for example, see column 2, lines 20-49). 

It would have therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Janssen and Wandersleben before him at the time the invention was made, to 
modify the method of Janssen such that the user may define a grace period, like taught by 
Wandersleben, as this would prevent the user from inadvertently collapsing dialog boxes, as is 
demonstrated by Wandersleben. Additionally, it would have been obvious to apply the method 
of Janssen to modeless dialog boxes, like taught by Wandersleben, because there exists a need to 
temporarily hide such modeless dialog boxes, as is taught by Wandersleben. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated any new ground of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 



Application/Control Number: 09/905,298 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2173 

the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blaine Basom whose telephone number is (571) 272-4044. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, from 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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